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Faculty members who receive half-year contracts are considered
full-time employees and receive 60f% of their salaries as well as
fringe benefits for the entire year. Other articles address
sabbaticals and other leaves of abgence.

Professor Joseph O’Connell is a full-time mathematics
instructor. On December 14, 1995, O’'Connell applied for a
half-year contract for the 1996-97 academic year.

On June 18, 1996, the Dean of Science and Technology, in
a letter to the College president,| responded to O’Connell’s
request. She stated that she could not recommend a half-year
contract for O’Connell based on the educational needs of the
students and the programmatic desiljre not to have math adjuncts
teaching over fifty percent (50%) [0f all mathematics credits. Her
recommendation was based on a "Fadulty Staffing Proposal"
recommended by the Deans’ Council [on March 6, 1992. That proposal
set forth a three-year plan to empgloy more full-time teachers and
specified a goal that no more than 50% of the course load in a
program should be taught by adjundt instructors. The record does
not indicate whether this three-ygar plan has been extended.

On June 21, 1996, the Colllege denied O’Connell’s request
for a half-year contract.

On July 5, 1996, O’Connelll respondeq to that denial. He

asserted that he should be granted a half-year contract because
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certain time period. N.J.S.A. 34:
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We will permit the Colleg
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App. Div. 1995), aff’g P.E.R.C. Ng.
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Town of Kearny,
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Chair Wasell, Commissioners Buchan
Wenzler voted in favor of this ded
Boose was not present.

DATED: February 26, 1998
Trenton, New Jersey
ISSUED: February 27, 1998
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